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ABSIEACI 

Cognitive style research is hindered by a variety of 
poorly described measures and style classifications and the use of 
small samples, Xhis study described and cofflpared three group measures 
of impulsivity/ref lectivity , internal/external locus of control i and 
field dependence/independence to determine the distribution 
characteristics, psychometric properties, and underlying factor 
structure of all three instruments, using responses from 2 74 male and 
female seventh grade students* Eesults indicated a neied for 
psychometric refinement of measures and suggest revision of current 
notions of the factor structure of the domain* (Author). 
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Ob.jeatlvei 

Despite aontinulng Intereit In the topic 5, research on eognltive i^le 
has very little coheMMe because studiei v^e a variety of meaewament 
strategies and s^le classifications aM^ for the most part ^ focus on rela- 
tively small groups* There has been little qr no effort to deicribe the 
measures used to determine cognitive style | or to deaorlbe and compare the 
results of several instruments administered to a single large sample. 

Authors postulate mai^ dlmensionB of the cognitive style domain^ three 
of which are: in^ulslvity/reflectivltyi internal/external locus of control^ 
and J field dependence/independenoe. 

The present study described and compared measures related to each of 
th^se three proposed dimensions to determine and compare i 

1) the characteristics of the distributions yielded by each 
measure . = . 

2) the psycl'aorae trie characteristics of the items comprising 
each irieasure 

3) the underlying factor structure of each meas^e, 
AISO5 there was consideration of whether the three tests yielded separate 
factors as implied by the different terms used to describe the diMaln of 
cognitive style. 
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Prospectlves 

From a theoretical standpoint^ the study was designed to clarify as 



well as lend prospecfcive to a topic that appears to offer no well-defiMd 
theory and which a^ears to have p'own in a momber of directions simultan- 
eously without much pause for reflection. Since one retuiremsnt for a.^ good 
theory or model directing research endeavors is parstooi^^ the present study 
was an abte^t to see just how parsliionious the three purported dimensions 
are for deeoribing all or part of the cognitive style domain. 

Prom a procedural standpoirit^ the study was designed to provide informa- 
tion for researchers about the characteristlci of three meaaures of three 
different purported dimensions of oognlti^re style* This Infcrpation shQuld 
assist in formulating futwe research priorities^ selecting meas^esj and 
interpreting the results of these measures. 

^ ttethod 

The Sa^lr. 

The 27l+ subject iajsple Qonsieted of the entire seventh grade of a sub- 
i;u"ban ConneGtlout Junior high school (iMZ males and 131 females).. This 
sample was predominantly of Anglo descentj socio-economic position was pre- 
dominantly UOT^r and.urow middle class ^ with average IQ levels around 110. 

The Instruments ' • \ 

Following an extenslTO search for group-administered ins trtManta suited 
to this age group and the time constraints imposed upon the study^ three 
group meas^e^i of cognltlva style were selected and used. Hiey are! OSie^^^ 
Group imbedded Figures Tist (Oltoan, Raskin^ and Wltkin, 1971)3. Hie Nbwicki- 
Strickland Locus of Control Scale for Children (Nowlcki and Strickland^ 1971) I 
and the Sutton-Smith and Rosenberg Bspulsivity Scale (Suttoh-Smith and 
Rosenberg^ iindated). The latter measiire was revised and expanded for use in 
the study. Samples of the Nbwleki-Strlekland and Sutton-Smith and Rosenberg 
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instrument appear In the Appendix. 

Data^atheriog K*oa&r!we 

About 3 weeks before the ac^^ual adminiatratlon of th^ meaiures^ the 
svibjeetg were viiited in clais groups and given a brief Drientation to the 
stud^y^j inoluding aBsurance of ancnyM^ and an introduetion to the f omat of 
the three meaa\ires* On the testing day^ repilar groupa from core clasies 
reported to a cafeteria area diiring their clais period, Bie ^aaures "Here 
a&ninliterad in a cosplteta^ counterbalMQed order ^ with the 6 different "modes 
aaeigned to groi^B via a random nt^er table (Table 1)| llkawlsii, the re« ^ 
searcher and an aaalstant were aasignad randomly to oon^litions as testora. 
Total testing time for the three measures averaged 32 minmtea per gro^* All 
groups eoD^letad all inatrumenta within the regular aaeigned clais period. 

Insert 5teble I about here 



Soorlng and Analysis 

Following the oon^letion of testin:g^ ttie following data were derived and 
reoorded on punched eards for each student" se^^^ birthdate^ individual item 
responses on the three meaa waa^ and total scores on the three meaaurea, 
ThBBm data were analyzed hy application of SMS and other corDputer paekages 
to derive: deserlptive data for eaoh testj Item analysis data for each te,at| 
reliability estimates for each fcestj and the factor stricture of aaeh test, 
:ln addition^ the item responses on all three teats were co^lned In an 
analyila deacrlblng the factor i true ture of the entire set of items* 
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Bggulta and Dlia^BlQfl 

The Nowlakl^StrlQkland lioeus of Control Scale for CTalldren 

Thia instriament is a deaeendaiit of the icalti developed by Eotfcar (1966)j 

Bialer and Cromwell (I961) and others to measure "ae locua of control of 

reinforcement dimenilon in ehlMren''' (Nowicki and Strickland, 1971j p. 2).. 

ITiis dimension hai been described by Hotter , who remarks i^hati 

When a relnf orcein t Is parceled by the stibject as 
following a action of his own but not being contingent 
i:^on his action^ fchen^ in oar cultwe^ it is typically 
percelTOd aa the result of luck j chance fate, as under 
the control of powerful others, or as ungpredlc table 
because of the great cmplexi^ of the forces surrounding 
him. VThen the event ia inte^reted in itois way by an 
individual, we have labeled this a bellaf in external 
control. If the person perceives that the event is 
contingent ^on his own behavior or his own relatively 
pemanent characteristics, we have termed this a belief 
in Internal control, (p; l) 

Several researcherij. including Cola^san et al* (I966) have Indicated that 
locus of control-related beliefs appear to have an influence on echool 
achievement and this construct has thus pla^ed^a very strong role in the 
literature on cognitive etylCp ;^ 

The Nowicki-Strickland Scale was chosen for this investigation because 
one form of the scale was applicable directly for the seventh ffrade sanmle 
being studied, Jtoreover, the authors of the scale provide a good deal of 
documentation regarding its develc^ment and its promise as a research instru- 
ment (Nowicki and Strickland, 1971) • The scale also matched the more prag- 
matic reauirements of ease of atoinistration to large groups within a 
limited period of time* Tlie data derived in the present study added to the 
information already kn.own about the instrment. The reported corrected 
internal-consistency estimate for the 21-1 tern form used in this stiidy was .68 
(n - 5U) and the test-retest reliability estimate involving a 6*waek interval 



derivlid from the same seventh ^ada saaple was .66 (Nowicki and Sfcficklandj 
1971) • Item- total correlations derived by the authors of the scale wen also 
available and could thus be compared with the indices obtained in the present 
study. 

The inatrment consists of 21 stat^enti in q^uestion formj to be 
answered by circling "y^s" or "no*'. Ihe present study used the intact origi- 
nal instrument with questions in the same order, Tne only noticable changes 
were the ralssl^^^f- the title-*-N S Personal Reaetion SuTTOy Grades 7 
through 12-^and the insertion of directions and items concerning demographic 
data at the beginning of the survey (see Appendix A), All items were keyed 
positively except items 13^ and 20| with high scores indicating eKter^ 
nallty* No norms were available for the Instriment* 

The descriptive data derived frcm the administration of the Nbwicki- 
Strickland Locus of Control Scale for Children appear in Figure 1* Thm 
reliability of the instrument was deter^iined in the present study by the use 
of the Kuder Richardson 30 esttaate of internal consistency. The obtained 
value for KRgo *58. 

Insert Figure 1 about here 

Item characteristic data a^ear in Table 2. The item total correla- 
tions offered by Noi^lckl and Strickland are shown in columns 2 and 3j while 
the indices derived from the present study are shown in coliMn 1. 

Examination of the score distribution for the instrument (Table 2) 
indicates a symetrlcal distribution of acorea that la^ at the same timej 
markedly leptokm^tic* However 5, it Is also apparent that the entire range of 
scores (0-21) on this Instrmnent is being "used since the scores of the 
present group ranged from 1-*19* Ihls is a useful f indlng, especial]^ in 
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vl#w of the comparative homogeneity of the group being described with reipect 
to icholastic aptitude, reported school achievement le^relj and socio-economio 
itatus. Range restriction asgooiated with the a e factors does not seem to be 
a potential diffieulty in this instrment^ 

Insert Table 2 about here 

The shape of the-aeore distribution and tha MmmMy itatiitiei for the 
present group also Indioate posiible difficulties in using an instrument itich 
as the Nowiokl-Stridkland Loous of Control Seale for Children for oategoriza- 
tion of subjeots into dlchotomous p'oups of "internali" vs, "eKternals". The 
bulk of the grotq* cannot be neatly classified slnoe their scorea fall rather 
resoimding^ir in the centar of the distribution* Nor would a median split be 
of much use here since the probabilitjr of faulty claasifidation near the 
cutoff is potentially tjuifee laLrgs. IMeedj thera is only a k point spread of 
scores for the middle 5^ of the gro\^p. Using only ttie hi^ and low quarters 
of the group for the extremes is probably the safeat practical solution in 
this case J although this indicates that the InJ.tial saiioplc size naceasary to 
achieve these classifications could be at leaat twice that of the projected 
final group--a rather es^pensive procedure in terms of time and resoia*ces. 
Frankly > it would be desirable to construct a scale that yields a blmodal 
distribution which would facilitate categorization/into didhotoarious gro^s 
aM then to apply distribution-free statistica to analysis of data derived as 
the result of such classification* - 

The categorization problem is intenaifled when the reliability of the 

instrment is considered* Althoiigh ,58 could be considered a lower-bound 

estimate^ it is an inescapable conclusion that the coniistency of the Nowicki- 
Strlckland scale is modest. This further aceentuates the potential fol^ of 
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using scores near the center of the distribution in fgrnXng group categori- 
sationi ^ 

Exajnination of the item analysis information leads one to qtuestion the 
unidiinensiQnali.^ of the scale since Item-total correlations obtained from 
the present gro\^ rai^e all the way from -*06 to -W* Since these estlmatei 
were derived without deletion of the respective item from the total score ^ 
they can be regarded as sll^tly l^lated, ^e three items with ttie smallest 
values were the three negatively'-keyed items* Althoug it is usual^ advis- 
able to Include negative items in a scale such as this to preclude acquies- 
cent tendencies^ this procedure actually seems to have detracted from the 
scale in this instance even thou^ these ttoee items did form a distinct 
groOT when compared to the 18 positlvely-keyedv items. Itoreoverj the eKamlna- 
tlon of the response style difficulty with measures of cognitive style do not 
tend to show conoluaively that acqiilesence is of major concern to developers 
of assessment strategies (Sutton^Smlth aM Rosenberg^ Undated). 

To fii^ther examine this Inatryaentj Item responses were subjected to 
factor analyses and the results of a principal axes factor ana^sls with 
Xftrimax orthogonal rotation for the 21 MowicHl-Strickland Items revealed one 
very strong first factor accounting for appjpMimate^ 70^ of the common 
factor variance. A second factor was extracted which accounted for the 
rtmainlng 3C^ of the coamtton factor variance , 

Of the 21 test items ^ eleven had loadings above ,30 on one of the two 
factors,- Table 3 contains the arrays for each factor. Unfortunate^^ the 
remaining 10 Items did not have meaningful loadings on either factor. 

Insert Table 3 about here 

Thus 5 the Nowleki-Strlckland does not seem to represent a completely 
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homogeneous measiire of the Internal ve* external locus of control dimension. 
Moreover^ close to half the items on the test failed to load meaningfully on 
either of ^ the eKtracted facbors. 

Id. vtmi^ of this and the modeit internal cDnslstency of toe Itema on the 
Noviokl-Strlckland LoGUi of Control Scale for. Children and the type of dis- 
tribution it yielded In this study^ the usefulness of ttiis instriwient is 
rather limited, Althou^ most of the items function In the desired direction^ 
a good deal of refinement must be done with this Instrument before It can be 
tised with any oonfidenee. 

^e Sutton-^Sm3.th> Rosenberg Sgpulsivlty Soale^-D version 

Although the ic^ulalvity/reflectivlty dimension la generally thought of 
as a oosponent or correlate of cognitive styles it was difficult to locate a 
statable measure of this oonstruGt for this age lewl. The Sutton-Smith^ 
Rosenberg scale (Sutton-Smith and Rosenberg^ undated) i^as deemed the most 
appropriate instrument although modifications wert made in the scale before 
it was iised. ^ 

The original scale was developed over a period frra 1959 19S5 (Sutton* 
Smith and Rosenberg^ 1959 a^ b^ 196l| Hlrschfieldj I965) using the following 
general definition of **impulsivity"i "...the tendency of ttie child to be 
restless J indulge in horseplay^ lose control of his feelings^ break the 
rules, enter act,! vl ties with overwhelming vigor j and generally lose control 
in aeceptable and unacceptable ways." (Sutton*Smith and Rosenberg^ undated| 
p. 1) The latest version, resulting from Hirschfield's work was the starting 
point for the revision used here* The Ins trment consisted of 25 items (see 
Appendix B) ^ several of which were Judged inappropriate because of awkward 
wording, erfiphasis on activities with low social desirability (i.e. throwing 
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itones) or i:ossible invasion of privacy (i.e. "Whr h^e life is not always 
happy). The modified version of the ioale (Diversion) appears iji AppmndiM C. 
It eontalna 17 "old*' iteaaj 11 of which wer# imdianged from the original and 
6 of which were edited sli^tly. Hieie items sp^s^ as the first 17 it#ms in 
the D-version. In addition^ 13 new items wete writttn and these mppQmr ms 
items iS.throu^ 30 in the D-verslon. Thm new Ite^, like the original items 
were all keyed "yes" for impulsivi^* Other modific^^ 

of the title--What 1 like to do--and use of the saM demographiQ items and 
instructions used for the Nowicki -Strickland Loc^ of Control Scale for 
Children described earlier* Since modifications were made in the scale, it 
is inapprqpriate to cite raliabili^ and It^ characteristia data derived for 
the original scale, ^foreover^ since the scale underwent several changes In 
its development^ the matcliing of extant item characteristic data to the par- 
ticular version of the scale from which they were derived would be difficult, 

Hie descriptive data derived frOT adMniitration of the Sutton-Smith^ 
Rosenberg linpulsivity Scale—D versioni appear in Figiure 2* The reliability 
of the D-version was deteradned by use of thQ Kuder-Riohardson 20 estimate of 
internal consistency. The obtained value of KRgQ was ,7^* 

Item characteristic data for the ins trment appear in Table - 

Lisert Table h about here 

Thig instruffient yielded scores which , like the Nowicki-Strlckland scale, 
arranged themselves in a iml^Ddal symetrical distribution. Out of a pos- 
sible score range of 0-30^ the present group obtained scores ranging from 3 
to 26. The Importanoe of this iMge obtained score range in view of the 
homogeneity of the group has been Indicated above, as has the possible diffi- 
Qulty of using a scale yielding such a dlitrlbutlon to form dichotoaiized 
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groups. Fortmiafcelyj several mitigating oirci^tances appear in connacfcion 
with the Sutton«Smith^ Rosenberg Scale D-yerilon that render it a bit more 
usable than the No^icki-Strickland, Firgtj the distribution is wide enou^ to 
permit a rathsr large score range for the middle half of the groi^ (7 points)* 
Also^ the reliability of the Instrianent (,78) is more encouraging than that 
of the Nowicki -Strickland scale ^ indicating more homogeneity ^ong the items. 

Unfortunate 3^ 5 since no data on item- total correlations co^ located 
for the original scales no coa^arlsons could be sade. However j average item- 
total correlations for the "old" Items wai ,36 and average item-total corre- 
latione for the "new" items was *32. When item l8^ which clearly did not 
perform well in the scale 3 ii deleted^ the values would probably be more 
indicative of the values^^to be ej^ected wpon actual application of the instru- 
ment t 

Die principal axes factor ana^y^ils with yarime^c orthogonal rotation of 
the Sutton-Smith and Rosenberg :tapulslvity Scale— D version itema revealed 
that 15 of the 30 items had loadings of *30 or greater on one of two factors 
accounting for 75^ and 23$ of the c^aon factor variance respective ly. Two 
items and #17) had loadings of *30 or more on both factors aM could not 
be readily placed in one or the other on the basis of their loadings alone* 

Table 5 shows the items loading on each factor* 

Insert ftible 5 about here 

As with the No^,iickl-Strlcltland measure| the Sutton-Smith and Rosenberg-- 
D version does not appear to be a homogeneous Instriiaent. Althoi^ only two 
factors appear J almost half the items do not relate meaningfully to -eithfir of 
them, 

■ 11 ■ ■ 
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!ntie Group Embadd ed Fl gureg Test (GOTT) 

Designed ai an adaptation of an individually-administered test of the 
pereaptually-baaed field dependenoe/fieM independence dimeniionj this instru- 
ment was developed by Oltoanj Raskin^ aM Wltkin (1971)* The teat oontaini 
ttoee sections: an msoored practice section with 7 itema^ and too seotionE 
with 9 items each which are both ti^d and scored* IteM in ea^h section are 
arranged in order of difficulty. Although Intended to be "a flexible instru- 
ment for use with groi^G widely dlverilfled in age and background" (Olfemanj 
Raskin^ and Witklnj 1971j p. 28)5 the only noraiative and reliability data 
available for the instrument In the manual are for liberal arts college 
students. Moreover ^ although the authors reccmaend adjusting the 5**miiiute 
time limit allotted to cortplete each 9*item section for groiflps other than 
adults^ no exact guidelines are given since this instrument is admittedly in 
the research stage of development* Kie correlation of the two scored sections 
using the Spearman Brown Prophecy Formula is *82 and this Is the on^ relia- 
bility datum offered in the manual (Oltman^ Raskin^ and Witkln^ p* 28)* Th& 
present study was an oj^ortunity to add needed information to that already 
available for this instrument. 

For this study^ the Group Embedded Figures Test was used in its eKact 
pubUsbad form and directions were the same as those offered in the manual. 
However^ subjects were asked to fill in only their birthdate in the section 
asking for identifying information. ^*e on^ other modification was the 
allot tmant of 6 minutei per section Instead of 5 minutes. Ihis change was 
in accord with the authors* suggestion and wouM be recoMnanded for futitt'e 
use of this instrument with groins similar to the one used in the present 
study. 

Descriptive data derived from adminlBtration of ttie GiMT appear in 



: FipireB 3^5 3b and 3e. : 

■■=^-^ ■ Insert Figures 3a, 3b and 3c about here 

:y 'a . : The relibaillty of the GEFT was estimated 1^ several me thoda. Internal 
eDnslBtancy estmates baeed on TOgo were darived for eaoh g'^ltem seatlon* ill 
addition, an internal oonslstencjr estimati was calQUlated for the l8-item 
total, Howeverj the reader Is cautio^^ that these estijiates may be inflated 
bjr the speed factor involved in the test, Ihe correlation of the 'two separ- 
ately ttoed and scored sections was also computed, along with the adjustment 
using the Spearman arown Pr^hecy Formula. Hieae data appear in Kble 6, 

Insert !teble 6 about here 

V Finally, item- total correlations were oomputed for each section sep- 
^ ^ 8^ However, the reader ls> 

again reminded that the speed factor in the test probably led to inflated 
reliability esttaates, especially^ for items aOTfarl^ sear the end of each 
section* These data a^^s^ Table 7* ^ 

' Insert Table 7 about here 

The GEPT score distributions shown In Figures 3a, 3b and 3o clearly show 
the presence of both a speed effect and a practice effect in the Instrument, . 
ihe speed factor is most clearly evident in section 1 results which show a 
definite positive skew, ^e practice effect in section 2 results ia most 
- apparent frra the general elevation of the distribution as well as from its 
shape* Co^arison of the means aid Mdlans of the two distributions shown ^ _ 
in Figures 3a and 3b also indicate a difference in the general character- 
X is ties of the distributions . 

ERIC 



These practice and speed effects mitigate agaii^t bhe coi^arabllity of 
aeotlons 1 and 2 of the QMT de^lte the test authori - claim that these 
sections are actually alternate foma of a 9-item task (Oltoani Easkinj and 
Wl^n^ 1971| p. 27)* SiiB observation is further reinforced by the uncor- 
rected correlation of * 76 between the two sections obtained in the present 
Btu&y and reported in teble 6* This is less than desirable even though each 
section oonsists of only 9 items, tte corrected value of *8l is not much 
more satisfactory even tiiou^ It compares ^ith the value reported by the 
authors in the test manual.* 

ExMiination of the score distribution for the entire test presented in 
Figure 3c reveals a sli^t negative skew and a wide range of scores, A 
oomparison of this distribution with those of each section considered separ- 
ate!^r indicates that use of the total score would result in a very different 
plctwe than consideration of either of the sections separately* TOiile not 
symmetrical^ the total score distribution does seem n^re usable than the half- 
test distributions. Indicating that part scores for the GOTT should be viewed 
with extreme caution and thatj for research pu^osesj the total score would 
be more useful. Again selection of the i^per quarters would be suggested for 
formation of extreme groins since there appears to be a satisfactory separa- 
tion between these portions of the distribution. However^ because of the 
speed and practice factors pointed out earlier , it is probable that more is 
being-measured by this instrument than field dependence/field independence 5 
eepecially since the test authors offer scanty evidence of vaUdi^, 

The item- total correlations cited in Table 7 rather clearly show the 
inflation that results from use of these indices with speeded or shortened 
tests since J in every case except oae^ the values reported for the total 
test are smaller than those r^orted for the sections taken separately. Eie 



reported item- totia correlatloni are rsipectablej with only one item below 
nkO» Although a general iriflation has undoubtedly oocurred^ the homogeneity 
of the items cannot be serioualy tueitioned althou^ even higher item-total 
correlatloni mi^t have been e^qpected In view of the type of itema comprising 
the GEFT. Kie item content ia flgmral, and require proeeasei that are ^re 
perceptual than Judgmental* Moreover, there la a qorrect aolutlon to each 
item in contrast to instriaaents that are of a self -report natitt'e* 

This eonoluaion is given further support by the resulta of factor 
analyses of GEFT reaponsea* Three analyaea of the GMT were perfomed: one 
on each of the separate sectiona of the Inatrument, and a third on the^ two 
sections combined. 

Each ana lysia yielded only one atrong factor using principal ^es factor 
analysis with varimx orthogonal rotation (see Table 8). Thla factor ac<-_ / 
cowited for 86^ of the coamon factor vi^lance for Part I of the GIFT. Tarn 
remaining 1^^ of the vitf lance in P^t I of the teat was accounted for by a 
small second factor which ahowed meaningful loadings for only two Items (#7 
and #8), A first factor ccounted f or IM percent of the cosmon factor 
vi^lance in both Part II and the total test with all Items loading meaiilng- 
fully on the .single factor. " 

Insert toble 8 about here 

Eius^ results of the factor aMLlysls showed quite claM'^ that the G^T . 
is a unidtoensioiml maasure. In general, the GBPT aCTaars to be a fairly 
usuable instr™ent although the speed and practice factora ahould be/examinel 
further, and the total score rather than part scores should definitely be 
used. 
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other Results and Dlgcusslon 

Ifi order to Qo^are the reiults of the three meaim*©!^ their score dis- 
tributloni were plotted together In Table 11, acaminatloa of . this table 
fl^ther illustrates the leptokurtie tendency of the IB distribution and the 
relative symittetry of the- three distelbutlons of tot^ leorea . 

Insert Figure 4 about here 

Since all three measures were adMniatered^ to the same groi^, there was 
an ^portunity to eonpare the saorea on the instrument by derivation of a 
table of intercorrelationa, ^ese data are presented in toble 12* All inter* 
correlations are statistiaally signif leant and Indioate a modest relationship 
among the ttoee measures. However j tiie magnitude of tiie relatlonahlps does 
not justHV the eonolualon that ^^re is a sipiificant redimdancy in the 
measures in terBis of shared v^ianaej with the possible eKoeptlon of the W 
and version overlap. 

Insert [teble 9 about here 

Moreover J if these three measures are actually tapping different dmen- 
sions of a cognitive style doMLins then the existence of some relationship . 
among^ them would be expected due to the presence of a probable common som*ce 
of variance* — ^. • . 

Thus, while the relationships among the measures are statistiaal^ sig- 
nif leant ^ there does ^^bqlJ^ to be sitfflclent independence in the results of 
the instrments to conclude that they are not all tapping the same variance 

sources - ^ ^ _ _ ^ ___ _ _ _ 

• ^e q.uestioQ of the ind^endence of the measm^es was examined further by 
use of factor aimlysis. All of the items on the three measi:ffes (69 in all) 



were iubjeQ ted to an overall analya is baa ed on the notion that if the measuras 
/ were indeed independent^ a series of faatora woiild eMrga showing meaningful 
loadlnga on only those items frcM a partiaular measure, ahui ^ one or more 
field dependence faetorSp one or more Ioctj^ of eontrol fagtora^ and one or 
more Is^'ulslvi'ty faators would result ftom the co^ined analysis. 

nils was an admittedly opt iiaia tic a^tpectetlon considering the previously 
discxissed qLtiality of the three maaaures and the reiUlts were predict ab^ 
dismal* Principal axes factor analysis with vmrim^ orthogonal rotation 
yielded a factor solution wltii the strongest factor accounting.for only 21 
percent of the COTmion. factor variance ^ l^e second factor accounting for only 
12 percent of the comon factor vmrlance^ and the remainli^ factors each 
accounting for between 1^ a^d 9^ of ttie go^ipn factor vsSiance (see Table 
10), MeaMngful factor loadings were ^ with ©ne remarkable exception^ 
sprinkled all across the 2h factora with no clear pattern emerging* ^e^ 
exception was that all of the GBPT itcM loaded meaningfully an the first 
factor and only. the fir at factor* toong the iteM from the other measures ^ 
none had meanin^ul loadings on this factor. 

tosert toble 10 about here 

These reults are not entirely-^sm^rising in ll^t of the findings for 
the individual Masures. However^ they do suggest that ^ while the perceptual 
dimension of "'cognltlTO s^le" is reasonably stable and hoMgeneouSj it la 
certainly not the only dlmenBlon that emerges ^ nor is it the only one that 
deserves attention from the research cOTmunl^* Futt'themorej the results of 
the factor ana^sls with the full craplement of items from the three measures 
is an excellent illustration of the GIGO principle of data manipulation and 
the necessity of having reasonably stable measures before such ana^sls can 
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be sMceeasfully undertaken, 

Stinmiar;r of ConoIiiglQiiP^^^^a^ 

results of the stu^ generaLly ladicate that the three ingtruments 
exasdned are not shining txan^ljia of payehometrlQ exoe Hence* The Qroi^ 
Mbeddad PigiLres Teit a^ews to be most homogeneoua in Qontant toough prob- 
ably flawed by speed and praetloe effects* The Sutton-SM.tii and Roaenbi*rg 
i&^^ulsivlty Scale for Children Is fairly liable and has mlMmaclly aatisfaGfcory 
homogeneity In Its, revised fom# ^e NowlcM-Stricklimd Locus of ContrDl 
Scale for Cliildren is the least promising of the Inatrments exi^ned sinoe 
It shows a veiy small differentiation of cases In the middla of the scale and . 
has only modest reliability. 

All three ins tnmints yield distributions of total scores that enoo^ass 
a^ost the entire range of possible scores ^ an indication tiiat the homogeneity 
of the subjects used in tiie study did not have an attenuating effect on score 
ranges. None of the instruments yieUed a blmodal distribution whidh iould 
have been most effective for categorizing auboects Into^^iips. ^nu.s obser- 
vation^ together with the generally modest reliability of tiie inBtruments^ 
suggested that iLse of the v^bt and lower quarters for forming dichotoMEed 
grGqps v?ould be adviiable althou^ this prooedura tends to be both msteful 
and not indicative of overall population values. 

Of com*sej this does not preclude the possibility that the variables 
uMer consideration are continupUBly distri Distributions such as those 

obtained in. ttie present study would be aHP^op^late in cases where extr^e 
^oups are not of interest j the assimptlon of noramlity in the chMacteristic 
is mde7 ^tS /ot^ an&Tyg j^l ^pg oGidtiyll assi^.Hg ~^^1ffide^lylng^n^ 
tion sj^m used. 



All three tests appe^ a^ropria fee to and 'well-receiv^d by the subjects 
involved in the stuay and 'ware em. ted to groins as iMge as thoie ei^loyed 
here^ as well as beljig.aOT^spi*i^t^ for use within fairly., strict ti 
stralnts* 

With respect to the factor analysis of the instrumeats^ tha resislti were 
puzzling. Only the Group ^bedded Fi^^es ^it yielded a clear first factor* 
Th& other instrumenti yielded tyjo or more strong faotors. results of the 

faotor anal^^ls with the full complement of items ftm. all three instriSDfints 
yielded no le'ss^^than 2k distinct factorsi and an exaaination ©f the items / 
leading on each factor does not reveal a olaar set of factor deseriptions 
aside from a perceptual dimenalon as denoted by GWT ItejMp IhuSj toe prea^ 
ence of three distinct dimensions of the coffiltive s^el dOTaln as suggested 
by the instrment titles can be regarded as tentative despite the seemingly 
low intercorrelattons among the test results. ItoweTCr^ the limited reliability 
and accoD^anylng measm'ement error m^ actwlly have "masked" the faGfcors and 
resulted in an artificial fuzziness in toe diMnaions* 

Thm user of these instruments must regwd them as reaewch instrments 
which yield results of only modest reliability^ reqv^m b good deal of tech- 
nlcal refinement^ and should be integrated with eKtreme caution, toe instru- 
ments are probably not suitable for extremely small saa^les^ nor for a]^lica- 
tion of statistical procedwes that are l^luenced ty ecora distribution 
characteris tics 5 tho^h homogeneous sanples do not present significant diffi- 
culties In score in tei^retation. Moreover, toe IndepeMence of toe dtoensions 
described by the measures is still questionable. 

^p^ortance of the StiHy 

ae topic of cognitive style has exciting possibili.ties for the provision 
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of Ifistructional olimatei optimally rewarding to both student and teacher. 
HowevBr j fl^ny of thoie approaching this intereiting research topic are v^ery-" 
qii^ckly frtiatratea when they find ineonsistencies in their reaulta and/or 
severely llmitod repUaabllity of findings* Critics of cognitive style 
reiearch tend to cite theee problems as evidence that it is a "non topic". 
Instead^ this atudy suggests some possible reasons for this frustration and 
criticism* Bie results of the study hl^light the need for researchers of 
ODgnitive style to refine the siiasi^fs used to describe the domain| engage in 
some theory-building and testingi and a^ply Information about the character- 
iatics of available instruments in selecting measures jf© research 
questlens^ and interpreting results of their research. 



DIRECTIOHS- 

Please iMlcata: 

your sex (elrcle one) FMhIM 

your blrtMe^y: (Month, de^j year l,e. July I960) 



your average report card grader (circle one) 

A B C D P 

Read each of the otatementa below* De0ide whether or not you agl^ee with the 
stateioantp 



Mark "yes" if you thii^ the statement is right most of the time or 
all 'of -thm time, 

Mark "no" if you don't think the statemant ii rl^t veiy of ten or at alll 

^ere are no ri^t or wrong anaweri, Jtork each statement to show what you - 
think, Yow answere will be used in a raaearbh study* However, no one, not 
even the reaearahers, will need to know who you are. ttank you for your help* 



Circle one 

Are some kids just bo'^^luc^? 

Are you often blamed for things that just wen't yoi^ fault? 

Do you feel that most of the time it doesn't pay to ti^ hard 
because things nev^r ttu'n out right anyway? 

Do you feel that most of the time parents listen to what 
their children have to say? 

Vtoen you get punished does it -usually seem it's for no 
goc^ reason at all? 

Most of the time do you find it hard to change a friend's 
mind (opinion)? 

Do you feel that it's nearly io^osslble to change your 
parent's mind about anything? 

Do you feel that when you do something wroc^ there's veiy 
little you can do to make it right? 

ERIC 



_YES 
YES 
YES 



m 

NO 
NO 



1. 

2. 
3. 



YES NO 



YES NO 



YES NO 



YES NO 



YES HO 



8. 



Mark "yas^,* if you think the statement is ri^t moit of the time or all of the: 
. ^ time. 



Mark "no" if you don't think the itattment li right very of ten or at all. 



Circle one 

TOS NO 9« Do you beUaTO that moat kidi are juit born good at aporti? 

YES NO 10. Do you feel that one of the beat wya to handle moat problema 

' ia jiwt not to ttiink about them? 

^ YES NO 11* Do you feel that -when a kid yotU' age dealdes to hit you, 

there's little you ean do to atop him or her? 

YES NO 12, Have you felt that when people were mean to you it waa 

usually for no reason at all? 

YES NO 13. Itost of tiie timm^ do you feel that yau can ehange what ndtftit 

happen t^orrow by what you do today? 

YES NO lU. Da you believB that when bad tMnga going to happen they 

are going to happen no matter what you try to da to atop them? 

YES NO 15* Most of the ttae da you find it uaeleaa to try to get yam- 

own w^ at homd? 

YIS NO 16# Do you feel ttiat when sMiebo^ your age wants to be your 

- enesy there's little you can do to ehai^e mattera? 

YES NO 17. Da you uatmlly feel that you have little to e ay about what 

you get to eat at home? 

YES NO 18. Do you feel that when SOTLeone doesn't like you there's Ulttle 

you can do about it? 

YES NO 19. Do you usually feel that It's almost uaeleaa to try in 

aohool because most other ghildren oxm Juat plsdn amarter 
than you are? 

TOS NO 20. Are you the kind af peraon who be Have a that planning ahead ^ 

makea thinga twn out better? 

YES NO 21. Itoat of the time/ da you feel: that yo to say 

about what your fami^ decides to do? 
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Please indicate; 

your sex (oirele oni) MAI£ WMkIM 

your birthday I (Months day, year l^a, Jul^ W^O) 



your average r^ort oardigradei (cirQle om) 

aV B C D F 

Read each of the sentenaea bmXm^^ Deelde whettier or net you agrae with the 
statement. 

Mark "yes" if you thl^ tha atatamtnt is right moat of the time or all 
of the time- 

Mark "no" if you don*t thii^ the itatement Is right veiy of ten or at all. 

■ • . ... -■• ,. '^'r" ■ •' . ■ ' ^;r^™^" .. -.. " . 

There are no ri^t dr vrong answer Itorfe eaoh statement to show what you 
think. Your answars will be usad in a researoh atudy. Howavarj no onSj not 
even the researohers will naed to know who you we, Thai^ yrsu for your help* 



CiTQla one 



lis MD 1, 1 ]dke to keep moving around, 

ires NO 2, I maka friends aaslly* 

YES ITD 3* I must adrit l^m a pretty good talker* 

YIS W WheMver there's a fire engine going somepla^,t^ I*d like to 

follow it. 

YIS NO 5* TOien tilings get eiuiet^ I like to stjT them up Sl little. 

TffiS m 6, I am restless. . 

Ym NO 7* I lito being "it" when games of tiiat sort are played, 

YES NO 8. It's ftin to push people off the edge into a^Jiming pool* 

YIS NO 9* It* s hard to stick to tiie rule If you're losl^ the gaiae. 

IpS NO 10. I li^ to dwe pe^le to do things. 



Mark 


"yes" 


If you think the statement is right moat of tbe tl^ or all of the 
time, 


Mark 


"no" 


if you don't think tiie stateiMnt is right very oftpn or at all. 


Circle one 






icm 


NO 


11. 


I Uka to go arouad with lota of otiiar paople^ cot just one 
or two. 




/'MD 


12. 


I-m not known aa a hMd and ataady- worker. 


rm 


NO 


13. 


I like to iuBt %XcM ott" Btmm. . 


YES 


m 


Ik. 


I donlt think you should always have to do what you* re told. 


YES 


NO 


15. 


I -11 try aMoat aiyihing once. 


YES 


m 


16. 


1 uaualljr apy the first thing that COTea Into 33^ head. 


YES 


m 


17. 


I often act on the spur of tiia moment without stopping to 
think. 


YPS" 




18. 


X can't Qonoentrate on work when people are talking in 
the room. 


IflS 


NO 


19. 


It^i hard for me to save money even when I want to. 

* 


YES 


NO 


20. 


^toen people are playing an excitljig game^ I want to get in it 
rather than Juit watoh. 


YES 




21. 


I can^t ait a till when I hear really good Mia 16. 


YES 


HO 


22. 


It^s fun to take qhanees. 


YES 


NO 






YES 


NO ■ 




I bv^ thinga I don^t need-'heoauae I like them. 


YES 


NO 


25. 


1 think musema are boring. 


YES 


NO 


26/ 


I like "hard rock" musio better than "soft rock" music. 


YES 


NO 


27- 


I seem to get into trouble a lot without even planning to. 


YES 


NO. 


28, 


% friends think I'm a "character". 


YES 


NO 


29. 


I don^t like to follow schedules or rQUtines. 


YES 


NO 


30. 


I like to "tiller" witt things* 
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Figure 1 Score distribution and daseriptive statistics : IIovriLcid. -Strickland 
Locus of Control Soala for Children 




X = 11.6 

s.d. =3.2 

mdji. = 11,8 . _ ■ 

lover quartlle = 9«5 

ifflper quart Ha =13.8 

seoi -interquartile range =2,1 



ERIC 



2.5 



Figure 2 Score distribution and desGriptive statistlas: Sutton-Smith^ Roaenberg 
. - - Soale*-D vereion ~ 




i I > I it I I 1 I 1 .11 i t i \ \ t r t I f — Mil 

- I a 3 H s J 7_ f 1 IV 11 \^^^^^ s} ^ 35 ^«j ;rai 

. ■ ■ ......... 



X - 13.9 

mdn^ = 13 • 8 

lower guartile ^10,3 

Lpper quart lie > 17 .3 \ 

i em -inter quart lie range = 3*5 



EKLC 
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rigure :s-'tji!^^'x acore JJistributions and Item Statistics 



PigTire 3a Score distribution and descriptive statistics i Groiip Embedded 
. Test Section 1 " . 



'igurss 



Figure 3b Score distribution and descriptive statistics: Gro;^ Embedded 
Test Section 2 




^ Z ^ ^ 
_ Table 6 
X = 3> 
s.d. > 2.5 
mdn. = ? 1 

lower quart ile = 1.4 
upper quart ile' = 5.2 
semi -interquartile range =1.9 



_ Table 7 

s.d.^ 2,6 
mdn* ^ 4*7 
lower qiMrtile 



f 



= 2.6 



i^par quartile ='6,9 

semi -intarquart ile range =2,1 



ERIC 
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Fipire 3e Score diatribution and descriptive statistiGsi Groi^ Embedded 
Fig Iff ei Tast Total Score 




Figure k Score distributions: 

Groi^ Smbedded Figursi Test Total Score 
Nowicki-Striciland Locus of Control Scale for Children 
Sutton -Smith J Rosenberg Ixmuls±v±ty Scale version 




Lagendi Nowleki -Strickland Locus of Control Scale for Children — 
Group Embedded Figures Test Total Score 

Sutton-Smith^ Hoienberg lE^ulsivlty Scale— D version P+h^^^^h- 

. . : ' 2?) 



o 

ERIC 



Table 1 
Test Presefitation Modes 



Mode I ^ ABC* 

Mode 3 « BGA 

Mode 3 - CAB 

Mode k = MC 

Mode 5 ^ CBA 

M^e 6 ^ ACB 



GTOup ^bedded flgurem Test 

Nowiaki-Strlakland Locua of Control Scale for Children 
Sutton-Smith^ Rosenberg Eroulslvity Scale--D version 
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Table 2 



Item-Total CorrslatiDns : 
Ncwiclci-Strickland Locus of Control Scale for Children 



Denson, 
19T6 


rrowinki !e, 
Strickland J 
1971 


Key 


i . 

Item 


.36 


M 


F 


' Y 


Is Are sonie l^lds Just torn lucl^? 


M 


.29 




.17 


1 31 

.41 


Y 


2m A^m you often blamed for fchingi that 
Jiist ajenH 7/Qiir fault? 




.39 


.33 


Y 


3* Do you feel that most of the time it 
doesn't pay to try hard hecause 
things never turn out right an^^vay? 




.33 


.06 


N 


'4, Do you feel that most of the time 
pMenti lliten to what, their 
children have to say? 


.24 


.32 


.26 . 


Y 


5. l^hen you get punished does it 










toually Dietfh ItVs fdtf hb gbdd fiSsdh 
at all? 


.29 


.23 


.27 


Y 


6* Most of the time do you find It hard 
to chaise a friend's mind (opinion)? 




.16 


.Uo 


Y 


7. Do you feel that it's nearly 

iiEpoiilble to ehange yoiu* parent's 
mind about anything? 




M 


.57 


Y 


0, Do you feel that when you do some- 
thing wrong there's very little you 
can do to make it right? 


.30 


.32 


.13 


1 


9» Do you believe that most kids are 
,1uit born good at aports? 


.30 


.26 


.37 


Y 


10. Do you feel that one of the best 

ways to handle most problems is just 
not to think about them? 


.36 


.05 


.29 


Y 


11* Do you feel that when a kid your age 
decides to hit you^ there's little 
you can do to stop him or her? 


.39 


,1k 


.18 


V 


12, Have you felt that when people were 
mean to you it was usually for no ' 
reason at all? 
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197S 


Strickland, 
1971 


4 

Key 


Item 


.05 


If 

.15 


.30 


N 


13. Most of the tint, do you feel that 
you can ehanga what might hapjen 
toiMri'ow by "rfhat you do today? 

_ , = — ^ — = it S£ : _ _ 




.3'2 


.61 


Y 


lU* Do you believe that -when bad things 
are going to hsOT®^ they are going 
to hsDpen no matter what you try to 
do to stop them?^ 


M 


M 




Y 


15* Most of the ti^e do you find it use- 
less to try to get your own way at 
hone? 


.k2 


.31^ 


.52 


Y 


16* Do you feel that when graiebody your 
age wants to he your enerny^ there -s 
little you eeii do to change matteri? 


,28 


.35 


.38 


Y 


17* Do you uEually feel that you have 
little to say about what you set to 








eat at home? 


.k2 


.30 


M 


Y 


18* Do you feel that when someone 

doesn^t like yqu there's little you 
can do about it? 


M 


.21 


.31 


Y 


19* Do you usually feel that it's almost 
useless to try in school because 
most other children are Just plain 
smwter than you are? 


.09 




.26 


N' 


20* Are you the kind of person who 

believes that planning ahead makes 
things t^n out better? 


.ki 


.27 


.65 - ^ 


Y 


21* Most of the time J do you feel that 
you have little to say about what 
yauT family decides to do? 
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Table 3 

nowicki-Striekland Faator Arrays 



Item # 



£1 



19 



15 



16 



8 



Item _^ 

Most of the time^ do you feel that you have 
little to say about 'what yoin' family deoldes 
to do? - . 



Faator 



Do you fael ttiat moit of the ttoe it doesn*t 
pay to tr^ hard because things never turn 
out rl^t Bs^Byl . - - - - 



Do you usually feel that it's alaoat usalssa 
to try in sahool beoause moit other ohlldren 
aj'e n'uit plain smartar than you are? 



Most of the time do you find it useless to 
try to get your own way at home? 



Do you ftal that lt*a nearly. iiBposaible to 
ohange yQur parent's mind about aicrthing? 



Are you of ten blamed for things that Just 
-gyren^-your-f ault?— - — 



Do you feel that most of the tisie parents 
listen to what their ahildren have to say? 



Do you feel that when somebody your age 
wants Jbo be yoiir ene^ ttiere's little you 
can do to change matters? ■ 



Do you feel that when you do sOTethif^ 
wrong there's very little you can do to 
make it rlsht? 



Loading 



.39 



.38 



.37 



-.38 



,60 



.55 



18 



11 



Do you feel that ■when someone doesn't like 
you there 's Uttle yeu can do ahout It? 



Do you feel that ■she n a kid your age 
deoldea to hit you, there's little you can 
do to stop hia or her? 



Are sone kids .luat jorn luehy? 



When you get punished does it usually seem 
It's for no good reason at all? 



Most of the time do you find it hard to 
change a friend ' s mind (opinion) ? 



None 



None 



None 



M 



Table 3 Continued 





Item 




^ ^^^^ T 


9 


Do you believe that moat kids are Just born 


None 




10 


Do you feel that one of the best ways to'' 
handle most problems is just not to think 


-■■'> 

None 




12 


Haveyoufelt that iihen people ^ire mean to 
you it was usually for no reason at all? 


None 




13 


Most of the ti^e^ do you feel that you can 
change what ml^t happen tomorrow by what 

w Li. \AiJ UWWLsjf * 


None 




Ik 


Do you believe that whan bad things are 
going to hB^ppmn they are going to ha^en no 
matter what you try to do to stO'O them? 


None 




17 


Do you usually feel that you have little to 
say about what you get to eat at home? 


None 




20 


Are you the kind of person who believes 
that planning ahead makes things tto*n out 
better? 


None 
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2able k 



Item-Total Correlations! 
Sutton-Smith, Rosenberg Ita^ulsl^^dty Scals~D Version 



Sens on., 
1976 


Itan (from original scale) 


.35 


1, I like to keep moving around. 


.20 


2, I make frlendi easily. 


.19 


3. 1 must admit I'm a pretty good talker. 


.20 


U. Whenever there's a fire engine going someplace, I'd like to 
. follow It. 


M 


5. ^'/hsn things get quitt, I like to stir them up a little. 


.US 


6, I am restless, ' 


.19 


7, I like being "it" when games of that sort are played, • 


.1+1 


8, It's fun to push people off the edge into a swjjximing pool. 


.33 


9. It's hard to stick to the rules if you're losing the game. 


M 


10. I like to dare people to do things. 


.38 


11, I like to go around with lots of other people, not Just one 
or two. 


.31 


12. I'm not known as a hard and steady worker. 


'■.uu- 


13. I like to just "blow-off" steam. • 


.39 


lU. I don't think you should always have to do what you're told. 


.Uo 


15. I'll try aljflostf»ai^thlng once. 


.35 


16, I usuaUr say the first thing that comes into nw" head. 


.52 


17. I often act on the spur of the moment without stooping to 
think. 



.36 



ERIC 
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Tablt k Continued - 



19(0 


Item (iiew to D-version) 


-•01 


Id, L can-t concentrate on n^f work when ^eo^»e are talking m 
the room. 


.19 


19* It's hard for me to save money even when I want to. 


.20 


20. Wien pe^le we placing an exeltlng giiaej I want to get- in 
it rather than jint watch. 


.26 


21. I can't sit still when I hear real^ go^ mueie* 


.50 


22* It's fun to take ehahees. 




23* Sometimea I say or do things Juat to see how iseo'ole will 
react* 


.26 


2U. I but things I don't need just because I like them. 


.36 


25. I think museums are boring* 




26* I Ilka hard rock musio better thaij soft rock mimic. 


.55 


27. I seem to get, into trouble a lot without even planning to. - 


.in 


28* friends thlrk I'm a "character'*. 


.38 


29* I don't like to foliow schedules or routines. 


.19 


30. I like to "tinker" with things. 



Table 5 

Sutton-Smlth and Rosenberg--D VerslDn Factor Arrays 



■ Item # 


Item 


Pac tor 


Loading 


dd 


It s fun to take ahanoee. 


1 


.53 


28 


W friends think I'm a **eharaetar . " 


1 


,hk 


1 


I like to kesD moving around* 


1 


M 




nuen umngs gew quie^, i LiHe stir tnem 
up a little. 


1 


,40 


13 


I like to duBt "tlow off" iteam. 


1 


.39 


8 


It's fun to push people off the edge into a 
. iwimming pool* 


1 


.39 


26 


I like "hard rook" muilc better than "soft 
rock musie. 


1 


.38 


3 


I must admit I'm a pretty good talker. 


1 


.35 










— 15~ 


X*il try almost a^tHliig ohea. 


1 


.3r 


23 


Sometimes. I lay or do things Just to see 
how people will reaot. 


1 


.33 


2? 


I seem to get Into trouble a lot without 
even planning to. 


2 


+.55 


25 


I think museimi are boring. 


2 


+.U6 


10 


•I like to dare people to do thinga. 


2 


+.39 


9 


It's hara to stick to the rules If you're 
loiinK the game. 


2 " - 


+.39 


12 


I'm not known as a hard and steady worker. 


2 


+.35 


li* 


I don't think you should always have to do 
what you're told. 


2 


+.31 


17 


I often adt on the spur of the moment » 
without stopping to thinki 


1 
2 


.33 
.36 




r am restless. 


1 

2 


.33 


2 


I make friends eailly. 


ITone 
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Table 5 Continued 



Item # 


Item 


Faetor 


Loading 


k 


Whenever there's a fire engine going 
someplace. I'd like to follow it. 


None 




7 


I like being "It" when games of that sort 
are played. 


^fone 




11 


I like to go around with lots of other 
people, not Just one or two. 


None 




16 


I usually say the first thing that cones 
into !^ head. 


None 




18 


I can't concentrate on my work when people 
are talking in the roan. 


None 




19 


it's hara for me to save money even 'when I 
want to. 


None 




20 


When peopla e^m playing a t^^ai ting gamep I 
want to get in It rv^'hc.r ^than ,1u5t watch* 


None 




21 


I can't sit still %^aen 1 hear really good 
music. 


None 












2k 


I thinfis y don^:, need Just beqauie I 
like thems 


None 




29 


I don- t like to follow sehedulei or 
routines. 


Nont 




30 


I like to "tinker" with W-inns* 


Nona 
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t Table o HsUability Ssti-aues: GroCT Snbsdded Figures Test 



j ! * Section 1 

i : 




' - ^ ^- - '.^ .. . . ] 
Section 2 


Total 

SecUpn.l t Ssctaon 2.^ ... . 




.31 


.88 


Sp € ar man -Br 0 wn 
Sec^ 1 Sec, 2 









Table 7 Item^Total CorrelatiDns : Gr©i^ Embedded Figujei lest 




Tatle 9 Intercorrelations among the three measi^es (N ^ Zjk) 





GEPT-Total** 


NS 


SE — D version 


GS?T-Total 




,12 (.02)* 


.15 ■ (.01) 


US • 






.23 (.003.) 



^ GEFT -Total =: Group Embedded Figures Teit Total ScQre 

NS. = Nowicki -Strickland LccuE of Control Scale for CMldren 

SR—D version = Sutton-Smith^ Rosenberg Jb^ulaivlty SQale^D version 

* values in parentheses indicate ignlfioanQe levels 
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TaBle 10 

Summary of Factor Analysis for All Items 



Pactor 


Eigenvalue 


Pet.' of Var. 


Cum. Pcfc. 


; 1 ■ 


6.i+7W6 


21. i+ 


21. U 




3.87669 


12.8 , 


,>'3^*2 




a, 72678 




43.2 


k i 


1.1*0200 




1+7.9 


''5:.; 


I.32OIU 




52.2 


6 


1.23931 




56^3- 


7 


,; 1.12089 


3.7 


60.0 


8 


1.03195 


; 3.1*; 


63. V 


9 


0.96571 


3.2 


66.6 ■ 


r 10" , 


0.91000 


3.0 „ 


69,6 : 


11 


0.8970U 


3.0 


72.6 


12 


0.851+22 


2.8 


75.lt 




0.791+56 


2.6 


78.0 


Ik 


0.76222 


2.5 


80.6 


15 


0.75470 


; ■ ' 2i5 \ 


7 83.1 


16 


0,69695 


2.3 


85. 1+ 


17 


0.67232 




.87.6 


18 


0,6i7W 


2.0 


89.6 




0.60505 


2.0 


91.6 


20 


0.60035 


2.0 


0'^ ft 


21 


O.5I+IU3 


1.8 


95.1* ' 


22 


0.51^*79 


1.7 


97.1 


■23 - 


0.i+te07 


1.5 "' ■ ' 


98.6 


2h 


o.usaw 




105,. 0. 






-42 





Atwod| R,K, oral stu^ aahievemeat ^DQg grOTj^s classified by eogaltive praf* 
#renai soorea, Joi^nal of RggeM'edi In Solenee Teaching ^ 1967, 15^-159. 

Auaubal^ David P. A cogMtiva theory of Psycholg^ In the 

Schools , October. 1969. 6(U)> 331-335- 

Bwiiuid^ Robert A. Pilot atui3^ of a oegMtlvt rcetruaturlng paradigm, PaychQ - 
logical Reports . 1967. gOflV. 275-279. 

tolntanan^ E.H* Parsonali^ correlates of aducatlonal set In the classroom* 
Journal of Educational Resaarch ^ jMuaWj^ 19*^^ 66(5)i 221-223* 

Chris toe ^Cohstantina. Conceptual t^^o and Its relationship to academic apt! * 
tude and school achiavemant* Uj^ublishad- doctoral dissertation^ Columbia 
Uhlvarsltyi 1972* 

Cohen j Rosalie, The relation between soolo-concaptual s^lfes and orientation 
to school req,uiraiiiants, SocioloCT' of Education ^ Winter j 1968^ Ul(l)j 
201-220, V ~-. . " " ■ 

Davids^ Anthory, CogMtlve sidles in potential solentiats and in underachiev- 
ing high achool students. Journal of Spaoial Education, I968, 2(2)j 
197-201, ■ 



Flabert, M, Cognitlva styles in the deaf , Perce-ptual and Motor Skills , 19675 
' 2^^319-329* ^ 

Fraderlak^ Wayne C, and KlauBmeier^ Herbert* Cognitive s^lar a description. 
Educational Leaderahip i April. 1970^ 27(7) j6fi8-6TC. 

Pros tig ^Jtoiani^. Cognitiva style. Journal of Special Educatlonj Smmmr^ 1971^ 
5(2), 151-153 • 

Gagna^ lUM^ (edQ Learning and Individtial Differences . Coli:^us, Ohio | 1967* 

Gardner 5 et al* Cognitlva control of diffarantlation In the perception of 
parsons and ebj ec ts . Par cep tual Motor -^Shllls ^ 1^8 j 26 j 311*330* 

; daaer^ H, Evaluation of Instruction and CTian^lng Educational Ifodels , Uaiver- 

Sl^ r>f W ttabiirgh * ~T.^a^n< ng B^gMri^h Anfl T^wl nfpnff nfc Centarj I968* 

Gr Ippan J Paulina C* Field ind^endence and reflectlon-lnanilslvity as m^latw 

of^perf ormance on a pro^aisned leari^^ task with and without strong pro^^ts, 
: Proceedings of the 8lst Annual Convention of tiie Jtoerici^ Psychological 
'Assoalatlon^ Montreal, Canafla^ 1973, 8, ^^6 

: Harv^, O.J, j Hunt, D.E. Bc^oadar, H.M. Conc eptu al Syerfetoa and Pgrsonall^ 
Org*^p^ nation . New York: Wiley and Bon^, I96I* 



43 



\ 



Hiath, R.W, Curriculiaflii cognition^ and edueatlonal measweB^nt, Edugafcional 
and Psyoholoi^lcal Meagm'amant^ igfi^f^ 2^, 239-253* 

Johaniaon^ Cfeatlei B* Cognltlw interest styles of st^ents* Kfeaeigement and 
Evaluation In Quldanee , October^ 1971 j ^(3) j 176-183- 

Kagan^ J,^ et al. Infomatlon prociaiing in the child: slgnifieMce of analytic 
and reflective attitudes ?. r^ Psyahological Mpnoeyaphs ^ 7§(l) j 196^* 

Kaplan J Harvey A, Relationahips among cognitlva styles, perionali^ tralta, and 
reading achievement at the elementary school level* Unpubllihed doctoral 
dissertation^^tgers, I969. 

KatE, Judith M* Cognitive tanpo and discrimination skill on color -fom aorting 
taoHs * Perceptual and Motor Skills , October, 1972, ^(2)/ 359^362* 

Kavenagh, Joan C, Achievement test perf ox^nce as a function of tiie interaction 
betveen test amciety and cognitive style in eleMntaiy ichool boys. 
Ui^ublished doctoral dissertation, New York University, I969. 

Kempa, B.P* and Dube, G.E, Cognitive preference orientations in students of 

chemistry* ^teitiah Journal of Educational Psy^ology t Noveabar, 1973j ^3(3) j 
279-288* _ 

toeitler^ H* and Kreitler, S* Dependence of laughter on cognitive strategies* 
MerrilUPalmer Quarterly . April* 1^70. a|(2), 163-175. 

Lewis, Mchael, Rausch, Marilyn, and Goldberg, Susan. Error, reponse tjjie, and 
IQr sex differences in cognitive style of preschool children. Perceptual 
and Motor Skills * 1968* 26(2). 56^^568. " 

Leiotte, Lawrence* Thm relationship between cognitive styles, scholastic ability, 
and the learhlng of structured and unstructured material^, Ur^ublished . - 
doctoral dissertation, Mlt^igan State Unlveriity, 1969«^ 



Messick, S.J* and Fritsky, P.J. DJjiensions of analytic attitude In cognition 
and personality. Journal of Personall^ ^ 1963, 31 i 3^6-370. 

Mussen, P*H*, Conger, J. J,, and Kagan, J. CTiild Development and Personality . 
New York: Harper and Row, I963* \ 



Nowicki, Stephen Jr. and Strlcklahd, Bonnie A Locus of Control Scale for 
-^ Children . Paper presented at American Psychological Association meeting, 
Washingtonv D"*C,, 1971. ™K m058933* 

qitamn, Philip K* , Raikin, Evelyn, and WltMn, Hermui. Eis GroTO ^abedded 

Figures- Test . Palo Alto, CaUf orniaV Consult!^ Psychologists ft^ess , 1971. 

Osipow , Smuel* Cogni tive s %les and educatlonal*TOcatlonal preferences and • 
selection* Journal of Counseling Psycholoffir , 1969,16(6), 53^-5W. 

Proshanslqr, H* and Seidenberg, B. Basic Studies in Social Psychology 1. New York! 
Holt, Rinehart^ and Winston, 1965. : : ; ^ 



44 



Satterly, D.J, and Irljoei', M.A, Cognitive styles and school learning. Br itiih 
Journal of Muoatloiial PsyaholOCT' , No^mber, 1971^ ^(3), 29^-303- 

Savel^oaj R.J. Soma aapecfci of the cerrespondenM content structure 

and eognltlvB atructtire in pl^ilca instruction. Journal of Eduoational 
Payohoioffir ^ June, 1972. 63(3). gg5"a3^> 



Shoukemltb, G, Personality attributes asioeiated wltii two measures of cognitive 
\ S'tyleV Acta Psyphologla ^ 1969^ 353-3^* 

'.' - - ■ _ . , - ' - \ - . _ ■ " " ' . . . ■ ' ■ ■ ■ 

Sutton^Smlth^ tolan and Rosenberg, B.G, agpulalvity Report on a Series of 
: Stales , ling Green State University I 

Stuart^ I,R» Perceptual style and reading ability r^^^^-l an In- 

st rue tlonai aH?2^oach.^^ 

Wachtelj P* Stle and oapaQlty in aiialvtlc fimctlonln^. Journal of Personality , 
; / 1968v Mr 202-212 • ^ .. : ^ 

Wallach^ M*A* and Kogani Modes of blinking in You^ CTiildren , New York i 
Holt, Rinehwt, and Winston, 1965 . . ■ - . 



Widserj; Allan. Cognitive conplexlty, school size, and participation is school 
behavior settings: a test of the frequency of interaction hypothesis* 
jQ-caTnal of Educational Psychology / 1969, |0(3)* 200-203. ' 

Wineman^ John H* Cognitive style a^ California Join'nal of 

Educational Rasearch , March, 1971* 22 (2) ,7^0-779. 



Witkin, H,A,, Dyk, R.B,, Paterson, H.P,, Ooodenough, D.R., and Kaip, 
Psychological Differentiation . Ifaw Yorki Wiley and Sons, I962. 

Witkln , H . A , , Goodenou^ , D .R . , ^d torp , S .A . S tability of cogM tive s ty le : 
from childhood to, young adulthood. Journal of Personality and Social : 
Psy^oloCT s 1967. 7, 291-300, 

Witkln^ H, A, Some^^^^^lications of researoh on cognitive style for problems of 
education, ^chivo di Pslcologla Neurologia e Psichiatrla a 1965* 26, 

:r7-3^ :^ ■ ■ r 

Yeatta ,^^earline P, and^ Strag, Gerald A, Flexibility of cognitive style and 
its relationship to academic achievement in foiarth and stoth grades. 
Journal of Educational Research, Aprils 1971, 6^(8), 3^5-3^6. 



